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ABSTRACT 
The topic of electronic word of mouth (eWOM) has received considerable attention in both 
academia and among business practitioners (Cheung and Thadani 2012). Yet, despite an 
emerging literature on the effectiveness of eWOM communication (Chevalier and Mayzlin 
2006), “the scope of published studies on the impact of eWOM communication is rather 
broad, and the studies appear relatively fragmented and inconclusive” (Cheung and Thadani 
2010, p. 330). Integrating the elaboration-likelihood model, network theory, and the concept 
of consumer innovativeness, this study focuses on the topic of “online-received 
recommendations” on social media platforms. The theoretical model is then tested using 
partial least squares method. Based on an online survey distributed on social networks the 
results indicate that argument quality, perceptual affinity and information usefulness are 
determinants that influence the adoption of online-received recommendations. Managers can 
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capitalize these results by designing information with a high degree of argument quality in 
order to enhance the perceived usefulness, thereby triggering the adoption of the information. 
 
Keywords: electronic word of mouth, eWOM, online-received recommendations, social 
media, ELM model, consumer independent judgment making 
 
1 Introduction 
Over the last few years, the topic of electronic word of mouth (eWOM) has received 
considerable attention among scholars and the business community. As the Internet has 
changed how consumers search for information, eWOM has become an influential source that 
now facilitates consumer purchase decisions (Litvin et al. 2008). Marketing academics and 
practitioners increasingly view eWOM on social media websites as important to business 
performance. As a result, many businesses have attempted to affect eWOM of consumers by 
allowing online reviews on their websites or developing viral marketing campaigns and 
referral reward programs (Godes et al. 2005). Marketers also hope to influence eWOM 
content by supporting and building brand communities (Reichelt et al. 2014). Despite an 
emerging literature on the effectiveness of eWOM communication (Chevalier and Mayzlin 
2006), “the scope of published studies on the impact of eWOM communication is rather 
broad, and the studies appear relatively fragmented and inconclusive” (Cheung and Thadani 
2010, p. 330). Gupta and Harris (2010) call eWOM a relatively new phenomenon that still 
needs to be further explored. As such, the aim of this research is to contribute to the growing 
body of research on eWOM by developing a theoretical model that is empirically tested. In 
particular, we address the following research question: Which determinants influence the 
perceived information usefulness and adoption of online-received recommendations on social 
media? According to literature, social media sites represent an ideal tool for eWOM as 
consumers freely create and disseminate brand-related information in their established social 
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networks (Chu and Kim 2011; Lee 2014). The emergence of social media websites has 
transformed consumers’ information search process and decision-making process. Most 
recommendations exchanged on online platforms can be considered as being unaided by 
nature which means that the receiver was not actively seeking for a referral and is maybe 
consequently not willing to listen, accept and adopt the given information (De Bruyn and 
Lilien 2008). For example, in the travel industry travelers write and share reviews on 
accommodation. Other travelers may choose to adopt the information from online reviews in 
their decision making process and book a particular hotel (Filieri and McLeay 2013). As the 
use of online reviews is growing rapidly and as marketers try to encourage eWOM recipients 
(or readers) to read and accept their messages, it is essential to understand the mechanism that 
drives the message receiver’s adoption of online-received recommendations (ORR). 
Furthermore, Chu and Kim (2011) argue that an investigation of social media platforms as an 
online tool for eWOM is “timely and needed” (p. 49). 
This research makes three major contributions for researchers and practitioners. First, 
the study integrates several theoretical foundations (the ELM model, network theory, and the 
concept of consumer innovativeness) providing a different conceptual basis for examining 
eWOM variables. This expands the current body of literature as Cheung and Thadani (2012) 
identify that most studies are based either on ELM or the heuristic systematic model (HSM). 
Second, it empirically tests which determinants influence the perceived information 
usefulness and adoption of ORR. Third, it provides insights for practitioners as it broadens the 
understanding of eWOM adoption on social media platforms. For example, tourism marketers 
can better understand how ORR will impact travelers’ decisions when booking an 
accommodation.  
The remainder of this article is structured as follows: First, we develop the conceptual 
framework based on existing eWOM literature and relevant theories. In particular, we draw 
on the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) model and network theory to develop our 
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hypotheses. Second, we present the design and findings of an empirical study. Third, we 
discuss the results for service research and management. Finally, we conclude with limitations 
and directions for future research.  
 
2 Literature Review 
2.1 Electronic Word of Mouth 
eWOM is defined as “any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual or former 
customers about a product or company that is made available to a multitude of people and 
institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004, p. 39). While traditional WOM relies 
on oral communication, eWOM uses digital media including social media sites, blogs, 
recommendation sites, and online communities (Bao 2015; Wuyts et al. 2010). This social 
media landscape of “ubiquitous connectivity” has enabled “consumers to create content and 
amplify their voices, across the globe, to anyone willing to listen” (Labrecque et al. 2014, p. 
257). As a result, eWOM communication spreads at an unprecedented speed for a much lower 
cost compared to traditional WOM (Li and Zhan 2011).  
Research suggests that eWOM influences readers’ attitudes, intentions, and behavior 
(Gupta and Harris 2010; Reichelt et al. 2014) and has become an influential source that 
facilitates consumer purchase decisions (Casteleyn et al. 2009; Litvin et al. 2008; Yayli and 
Bayram 2012). It is, therefore, not surprising that marketers are increasingly turning to 
stimulating eWOM about their products and services as a means of promoting them (Feng 
2012). 
Previous research on eWOM can be classified in four categories based on the major 
elements of social communication, including the communicator (sender), the stimulus 
(message), the receiver, and the response (see Cheung and Thadani 2010, 2012). This 
research study focuses on the receiver’s perspective and builds upon previous research to 
investigate antecedents of the information adoption process. Table 1 presents key constructs 
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and reference literature. The constructs argument quality, source credibility, tie strength, 
perceptual affinity, information usefulness and adoption as well as consumer independent 
judgement making are constructs that appear to be relevant in an online context. Table 1 
further lists constructs identified as less relevant for the current study. 
Insert Table 1 here 
2.2 Social Media Sites 
Social media have migrated into the “mainstream” and companies are now leveraging social 
media not just for advertising purposes but also to handle customer service issues and engage 
with customers (Smith et al. 2012). Even though existing literature provides suggestions how 
the term social media could be defined, a generally-accepted definition does not exist. Kaplan 
and Haenlein (2010, p. 61), for instance, define social media as “a group of internet-based 
applications that build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that 
allow the creation and exchange of user generated content.” Another definition was developed 
by Blackshaw and Nazzaro (2004) who argue that social media describes a variety of new 
sources of online information that are created, initiated, circulated and used by consumers’ 
intention, educating each other about products, brands, services, personalities, and issues. 
However, this attempt does not include those users who are using social media mainly for 
social purposes like maintaining contact with others. Since a coherent definition could not 
been found, the term social media will encompass all Internet-based applications which 
enable users and companies to create text-based content as well as audio and video files and 
share them with each other on diverse platforms on the web (Safko and Brake 2009). 
The range of social media websites on the Internet is vast and growing (Smith et al. 
2012). Recent statistics show that three social media sites (i.e. Facebook, YouTube and 
Twitter) are among the top ten most visited websites in the world (Alexa 2015). This study 
focuses on the five most important social media platforms in terms of consumer usage and 
marketer interest:  
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1. Social network sites (SNS) constitute a virtual platform in which Internet users with 
shared interests are able to connect to each other (Weber 2009). Facebook, founded in 
2004, is the world’s largest social network with more than one Billion users. Facebook 
users can participate in a wide variety of activities, for example, uploading and sharing 
information and photos, writing on other people’s walls, commenting on links and 
“liking” brands (Smith et al. 2012).  
2. Micro-blogging: Twitter is a micro-blogging service founded in 2006 that allows its 
members to publish (tweet), reply to and forward short posts with up to 140 characters 
(Wankel 2009; Smith et al. 2012). Since Twitter users also connect with other members in 
order to follow their posts, Twitter also contains characteristics of a social network. Once 
tweets are published, they can be read, commented and passed on by the followers of that 
person. The majority of tweets deal with what the person is doing or thinking at the 
moment (Wankel 2009). Most relevant to this study is research that touches on brand-
related tweets (e.g. Alboqami et al. 2015). In tweets where brands are focal, users express 
opinions about and seek or provide information on the brand (Smith et al. 2012). 
3. Video communities enable individuals and companies to upload videos on the Internet 
which can be watched, commented and forwarded by other users. YouTube, founded in 
2005, is the most used platform for the upload of video files worldwide. Researchers have 
studied the site’s structure, culture and norms (e.g. Burgess and Green 2009), but from a 
brand-related eWOM perspective, videos often feature reviews, demonstrations, and the 
“unboxing” of new products (Pace 2008; Smith et al. 2012).  
4. Blogs can be described as diary-like publishing tools from one or more authors (Bonsón 
and Flores 2011; Wankel 2009). All posts are organized in chronological order, starting 
with the latest (Zarrella 2010). The influence of blogs has been increasingly recognized 
within the news, politics as well as marketing. Corporate blogs are initialized by 
companies in order to foster the communication with their customers. Individual bloggers 
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have gained tremendous popularity and are now able to influence consumers’ decision 
making process.  
5. Discussion boards, also referred to as forums, provide the opportunity for users to actively 
create and exchange information about specific topics (Fong and Burton 2006). 
Furthermore, modern discussion boards also maintain characteristics and features of other 
social media platforms such as the creation of a personal profile and the possibility to link 
contents from other websites. In addition, there are still many users who gather 
information, send messages and share their experiences and opinions on the internet via 
electronic discussion boards so that it is important to also consider forums within this 
study in order to enable a holistic approach to the area of online recommendations 
(Bickart and Schindler 2001). Current research on eWOM focuses mainly on the user’s 
contribution behavior, whereas little attention has been paid to the receiver’s perspective 
(Cheung et al. 2009). 
 
3 Model Development and Hypotheses 
3.1 Information Adoption and the Elaboration Likelihood Model 
Over the years, many theories have been applied to explain how people are influenced by 
received information, for example, the Yales model, the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) 
(Petty and Cacioppo 1986), and the dual-process theory (Deutsch and Gerrard 1955; Petty and 
Cacioppo 1986). The ELM is one of the most frequently used theoretical frameworks in 
studies on eWOM (Chan and Ngai 2011; Cheung and Thadani 2012; Filieri and McLeay 
2013). Elaboration in this context means to assimilate a message and then to carefully analyze 
and reflect on that message. Since this process requires a lot of cognitive effort, individuals do 
not elaborate on all messages they receive (Sussmann and Siegal 2003). ELM posits two 
distinct information-processing routes, central and peripheral, that people use to process 
persuasive information depending on their ability and motivation (Cheung et al. 2009). The 
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ELM states that when elaboration likelihood of an individual decreases, it is more probable 
that peripheral cues are activated, like for instance the credibility of the source. This is 
reasonable because elaboration due to peripheral cues does not require much cognitive effort. 
Whereas when elaboration likelihood increases, the central route, meaning the quality of the 
arguments presented, will impact the information influence (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). This 
means that the central route, on the one hand, is closely related to delivering strong, valid 
messages, so it is related to content of information and its deliberate elaboration of cognitively 
convincing arguments around information content (Yoon 2008). The peripheral route, on the 
other hand, has been identified to be influenced by the source’s attractiveness, likeability and 
credibility. When motivation to process information is high, eWOM is likely to serve as 
additional “argument” (central route of persuasion), whereas in the case of low motivation the 
same eWOM communication can be a simple decision making cue (peripheral route of 
persuasion) (Gupta and Harris 2010; Li and Zhan 2011). ELM thus enables to detect and 
predict the effect of diverse factors on information adoption, their impact as well as the role of 
moderating factors (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006; Sussmann and Siegal 2003).  
Central route: ELM theory suggests that in a high-elaboration context, individuals 
may consider information (argument) quality as a central cue to information processing 
(Filieri and McLeay 2013). Especially in an online environment, it seems very important to 
effectively evaluate which messages are perceived as useful due to the large amount of 
information available on the internet. Several scholars have studied the effect of argument 
quality on the adoption of information (e.g. Cheung et al. 2008; Li and Zhang 2011; 
Sussmann and Siegal 2003). Based on the literature, we hypothesize: 
H1:  Perceived argument quality of an ORR is positively associated with perceived 
information usefulness of this recommendation.  
Peripheral route: ELM theory suggests that people take a peripheral route when they 
are less motivated or capable of thinking about a message, and therefore they make less 
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cognitive efforts to evaluate a message (Filieri and McLeay 2013; Li and Zhan 2011). 
Peripheral cues are information short cuts or cues that are used to assess a recommendation 
instead of evaluating the argument quality (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). Previous research has 
shown that peripheral cues such as a communicator’s credibility, attractiveness, and physical 
appearance can have an impact on the credibility of the message (Hovland and Weiss 1951; 
Cheung et al. 2009). This study focuses on source credibility since attractiveness and physical 
appearance can be considered less relevant in an online environment (Cheung et al. 2009). 
Source credibility refers to the perceived ability and motivation of a message source to 
provide accurate, truthful information (Kelman and Hovland 1953, Li and Zhan 2011). For 
example, in the context of online reviews, the level of the reviewer’s rating would be an 
indicator of the reviewer’s credibility (Cheung et al. 2009). Due to the anonymity of Internet 
the credibility of the source becomes a central issue in eWOM (Steffes and Burgee 2009). 
That is, in traditional WOM the person is known and the credibility can be estimated more 
easily. However, eWOM is typically from individuals, who are strangers, i.e., a social 
relationship does not necessarily exist between the involved parties (Prendergast et al. 2010). 
This research examines how perceived source credibility affects the usefulness of an ORR. 
Past studies indicate that people tend to accept information more from a highly credible 
source compared to a source with low credibility (Grewal et al. 1994). Cheung et al. (2009) 
argue that the effect of source credibility also applies in an online environment. We thus 
hypothesize:  
H2: Perceived source credibility is positively associated with perceived information 
usefulness of an ORR. 
The ELM model further suggests that information usefulness plays a significant role in 
the adoption of information (Sussmann and Siegal 2003). Within an online context, perceived 
usefulness relates to the degree to which an individual estimates that the online-received 
information will, for instance, be helpful in order to make a superior purchase decision 
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(Cheung et al. 2008). For example, Yayli and Bayram (2012) found evidence that the 
usefulness of online reviews has an impact on the buyers’ purchasing behavior.  
Even though the construct of information adoption is not necessarily determined as the 
purchase process, it encompasses the behavioral action of buying a product or a service as 
well as the possibility of re-sharing the information and can therefore be regarded as also 
comprising the construct of purchasing. Hence, it is assumed that information usefulness is 
positively related to the actual adoption of information, which leads to the third hypothesis: 
H3:  Perceived information usefulness of an ORR is positively associated with the 
likelihood that this recommendation will be adopted. 
3.2 Network Analysis Approach  
According to Bristor (1990, p. 52), network approach is considered “a promising alternative 
for word of mouth research because it explicitly recognizes the relationships that link 
members of a social system.” Previous research has adopted a network analysis framework to 
examine tie activation in (offline) social networks and the impact on WOM propagation 
(Brown and Reingen 1987). In the context of this study, the adoption of ORR is expected to 
be influenced by relationships (networks) built through social media.  
Tie strength refers to the degree to which a person is willing to maintain some 
relationship with another person of a network (Chu 2011; Wang et al. 2012). This relationship 
can be either very close (e.g. with friends) or very casual (e.g. with acquaintances or 
strangers). Previous research has found that information from strong ties has a stronger impact 
on the receiver than information received from weaker ties (Bansal and Voyer 2000; Frenzen 
and Nakamoto 1993). We therefore propose that in the context of social media, a strong tie 
between a sender and a receiver will lead to more favorable perceptions of ORR. 
H4:  Tie strength is positively associated with perceived information usefulness of 
ORR. 
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Perceptual affinity (also referred to as perceptual homophily or similarity) refers to the 
degree to which individuals who interact with one another are congruent or similar in certain 
attributes (Chu 2011) or, in other words, the degree of same interests, values, attitude and 
lifestyle that two or more people share (De Bruyn and Lilien 2008; Gilly et al. 1998). 
Previous research indicates that source similarity or homophily between sender and receiver 
has a positive impact on the persuasiveness of WOM (Prendergast et al. 2010). Even though 
most research in this area was undertaken in offline contexts, marketing literature also 
suggests homophily among the sender and the receiver play a crucial role in an online context 
as well. De Bruyn and Lilien (2008), for instance, found empirical evidence that perceptual 
affinity positively impact the forwarding of messages sent via e-mail. Steffes and Burgee 
(2009) examined the positive impact perceptual affinity on a US platform for rating university 
professors. We thus hypothesize in the context of social media:  
H5:  Perceptual affinity is positively associated with perceived information usefulness 
of ORR. 
3.3 Consumer Innovativeness and Consumer Independent Judgment Making 
The concept of consumer innovativeness has been widely discussed in the area of consumer 
behavior and communication research and has been revealed as a significant construct in 
explaining behavioral patterns of customers (Manning et al. 1995; Midgley and Dowling 
1978). Innovativeness of consumers can be described as the tendency and openness of 
individuals to adopt new products, meaning goods, services or also ideas. Persons with a low 
level of innovativeness tend to stick with products they already know whereas persons with a 
high level of innovativeness can be regarded as more willing to try new products and to 
change brands more often (Hernandez et al. 2008).  
One key dimension of consumer innovativeness is consumer independent judgment 
making (CIJM) which is defined as “the degree to which an individual is receptive to new 
ideas and makes innovation decisions independently of the communicated experience of 
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others” (Midgley and Dowling 1978, p. 236). The construct of CIJM is relevant in an online 
social media setting since it directly relates to the personal attitude of individuals towards 
recommendations received from friends and acquaintances and their willingness to elaborate 
on them. We propose that individuals with a high CIJM characteristic tend not to be receptive 
and motivated by referrals of others whereas individuals with a low CIJM characteristic can 
be considered as highly motivated by the opinions and experiences of others (Hernandez et al. 
2008). We thus hypothesize: 
H6: CIJM moderates the relationships between argument quality (6a), source 
credibility (6b), tie strength (6c), perceptual affinity (6d) and information 
usefulness. 
Figure 1 shows the specified research model. 
Insert Figure 1 here 
4 Method 
4.1 Data collection 
An online survey was developed in two languages (English and German). The rationale was 
to reach the German speaking audience which would presumably complete a survey in their 
first language while also being able to distribute the survey to an international audience. For 
the purpose of maintaining the validity of the examination, an external translation agency has 
been charged with the professional translation of the questionnaire. Due to the subject of the 
research, we decided to collect data through social media by distributing a hyperlink to an 
online questionnaire on several platforms such as Facebook and LinkedIn. In addition, the 
link was posted and shared in German and English student forums and social media 
communities. Respondents were eligible to be included in a raffle for two Amazon vouchers. 
After the introduction, a filter question followed whether the participants have ever received a 
recommendation on a social media platform. Filter questions are an instrument to determine 
whether the respondent is familiar with the topic and if he or she is therefore of interest for the 
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study. This ought to prevent a falsification of the findings during the analysis stage due to 
participants’ lack of knowledge (Batinic et al. 1999). Respondents who stated to have never 
received a recommendation were automatically forwarded to the demographic questions at the 
end of the form and were excluded from the subsequent analysis. All other participants were 
directed to the main part of the survey. 
We received 343 responses. After performing missing value analysis, 33 cases were 
deleted. However, the data set had to be narrowed down to those respondents who had 
indicated that they have ever received a recommendation. Thus, the final sample consisted of 
147 usable cases (89 German versus 58 English). Despite the small sample size, the study 
elicited rich data in order to draw specific rather than general conclusions to a whole 
population (see for a similar argument Labsomboonsiri et al. 2014).  
The majority of the respondents were female (46%), German citizen (87%) and in the 
ages of 25-34 (60%). In addition, most respondents had high level of education (39% 
Bachelor’s Degree and 31% Master’s Degree) and relatively low income. Table 2 provides an 
overview of the sample.  
Insert Table 2 here 
4.2 Measures  
The measurement items for each construct were developed by adapting scales that have been 
used in previous research. In some cases items were slightly modified for the online context. 
Unless otherwise indicated, seven-point Likert scales anchored by strongly disagree (1) and 
strongly agree (7) were used for all measures. According to literature, the construct argument 
quality has been measured on diverse dimensions in the past, including argument accuracy, 
comprehensiveness, timeliness, relevance, reliability, consistency, and readability (Li and 
Zhang 2011). We used three indicators adapted from Sussman and Siegal’s (2003) research 
on information adoption in organizations: completeness, consistency and accuracy.  
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The scale source credibility is based on work by Wu and Shaffner (1987). In literature, 
two main dimensions have emerged: (1) competence-based and (2) trustworthiness-based 
measurements of source credibility. While competence-based source credibility is rather 
related to expertise, trustworthiness-based source credibility is “a function of the perceived 
character and integrity of the source” (Sussmann and Siegal 2003, p. 56). Within this context, 
it is meaningful to examine source credibility also in terms of both, competence-based and 
trustworthiness-based source credibility. Therefore, the overall construct of source credibility 
was measured with the following items: knowledgeableness and expertise, which refer to the 
competence dimension as well as trustworthiness and reliability that describe the 
trustworthiness dimension (Cheung et al. 2008; Wu and Shaffner 1987).  
Tie strength is measured using a validated scale proposed by De Bruyn and Lilien 
(2008) which has been adopted by other scholars (e.g Wang et al. 2012). The scale was 
originally developed by Frenzen and Davis (1990) and is characterized by a strong internal 
consistency indicated by a Cronbach’s alpha of .93. Tie strength was surveyed via questions 
concerning the closeness to the person, the willingness to provide a favor and the willingness 
to spend quality time or to share personal confidences with that particular person.  
Perceptual affinity is assessed by using a four-item scale ranging from 1 (not at all 
similar) to 7 (extremely similar) developed by Wolfinbarger and Gilly (1993). The original 
scale consisted of five items; however, one item concerning the similarity in tastes with 
respect to gifts had to be deleted since it was not relevant in an online context (Prendergast et 
al. 2010; De Bruyn and Lilien 2008). This new four-item scale that has been used previously 
in online contexts asks respondents about their similarity to the other person with respect to 
the outlook in life, likes and dislikes, values and experiences as well as tastes in products. 
Information usefulness is measured by using a three-item scale that was initially 
developed by Bailey and Pearson (1983). Respondents had to assess the information of the 
recommendation within three dimensions: they had to indicate whether the received 
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recommendation was perceived as valuable, informative and helpful (Cheung et al. 2008; 
Sussmann and Siegal 2003). 
Information adoption is based on work by Sussmann and Siegal (2003). This scale 
builds on prior work by Wu and Shaffner (1987) and consists of three items which were 
introduced by a filter question, i.e. whether an action has taken place as a result of the 
recommendation. If the participant’s answer was positive, it was examined how closely the 
suggestion was followed, how motivating the content was perceived and to what extent it was 
agreed on the proposed action. 
The moderating variable CIJM is based on previous studies conducted by Manning et 
al. (1995), Hirschman (1980) and Midgley and Dowling (1978). Six questions about the 
reliance on opinions from friends and acquaintances were used. Table 3 shows the 
operationalization of the constructs and the reference literature. 
Insert Table 3 here 
5 Results 
5.1 Analysis 
Following the key arguments for selecting an appropriate method to estimate structural 
equation models (Hair et al. 2012; Ringle et al. 2012), we decided to use the PLS-SEM 
approach which is a component-based structural modelling technique (Chin 1998; Chin et al. 
2003). This approach has been found particularly useful in management research (e.g. Hair et 
al. 2012) and its prediction-oriented approach is well-suited for explaining a key target 
construct (Henseler et al. 2009). In addition, given our small sample size, an important 
advantage of PLS is that the method requires fewer data points for analysis (Lu et al. 2011; 
Reinartz et al. 2009). For example, Chin and Newsted (1999) demonstrated that the PLS 
method is even able to generate reliable results for a sample with the size of 20 participants. 
Thus, the SmartPLS software was preferred to covariance based structural equation 
techniques and used to estimate the model (Ringle et al. 2005).  
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5.2 Measurement results 
Reliability as well as convergent and discriminant validity of the model were assessed. 
Reliability was assessed for each construct using Cronbach’s alpha. All values ranged from 
.78 to .94, exceeding the recommended threshold of .7 (Nunnally 1978) which confirms that 
the model is reliable (see table 4). Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess the 
scales of the measurement model. The construct reliability (CR) exceeds .80 for each 
construct. Convergent validity was assessed by using the average variance extracted (AVE) 
(Fornell and Larcker 1981). As shown in table 4, AVE values exceeded the recommended 
value of .5 (Henseler et al. 2009), indicating that convergent validity was met (Hair et al. 
2012). Furthermore, AVE was larger than the squared inter-construct correlation for each pair 
of variables which provides evidence of discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The 
determinant coefficient R² indicates the part of the variance that can be explained by the latent 
exogenous variables. According to Chin (1998) R² values of .67, .33 and .19 represent 
substantial, moderate and weak results. With respect to our study, R² values between .533 and 
.317 range from nearly moderate to good results.  
Insert Table 4 here 
5.3 Test of hypotheses 
Figure 2 shows the path coefficients. Four hypotheses were supported: H1, H3, and H5. First, 
H1 predicted a positive relationship between perceived argument quality of a message and 
perceived information usefulness. The results indicate that this hypothesis was supported (p < 
.01). H2 which predicted a positive relationship between perceived credibility and information 
usefulness was slightly non-significant (p = .052). Our results indicate strong support for H3. 
Therefore, the usefulness of information can be considered essential when it comes to the 
adoption of information (Cheung et al. 2008; Sussmann and Siegal 2003). H4 had to be 
rejected due to too high p-values. In other words, the supposed influence of tie strength on 
information usefulness could not be supported. H5 predicted a positive relationship between 
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perceived perceptual affinity and information usefulness. This hypothesis is also supported (p 
< .05).  
Insert Figure 2 here 
5.4 Moderation results  
Next we examined the moderating effect of CIJM. While hypothesis 6a was slightly non-
significant, hypotheses 6c and 6d had to be rejected due to too high p-values. Only hypothesis 
6b which predicted a moderating effect of CIJM between source credibility and information 
usefulness was significant. The results suggest that the influence of the moderating variable 
CIJM has to be viewed critically. One possible explanation is that the construct did not meet 
the quality criteria that accurately compared to the other constructs. Therefore, CIJM may not 
represent the most appropriate moderating variable with respect to the collected data. 
However, the path indicators imply that the impact of CIJM on the construct of argument 
quality differs from the impact on the constructs source credibility, tie strength and perceptual 
affinity. This underlines the assumption that consumers that do not tend to listen to others 
concerning goods are putting a different value on the argument quality than on influences 
associated with the source. Interestingly, the results indicate that CIJM has a strong 
moderating influence on the impact of source credibility on information usefulness. 
Nevertheless, we conclude that the rather inconclusive outcomes of the hypotheses 
concerning the moderating variable do not allow a clear and distinct statement concerning the 
impact of CIJM.  
 
6 Discussion and Conclusions 
The objectives of this research were to determine the antecedents of ORR through social 
media websites and the moderating effect of consumer independent judgment making. The 
theoretical model consisted of nine hypotheses that have been derived from earlier research by 
taking several traditional WOM as well as other communication theories like the ELM and 
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consumer innovativeness into consideration. The findings of the empirical study provides 
several theoretical and practical contributions. 
6.1 Theoretical implications 
From a theoretical point of view, our results are new as our model integrates the ELM model, 
network theory, and the concept of consumer innovativeness providing a different conceptual 
basis for examining eWOM variables. The study empirically tested two antecedents based on 
the ELM model. Our results show that argument quality has a significant impact on the 
perceived usefulness of the message. However, this study does not support that credibility of a 
source plays a vital role on the perceived usefulness of information. Even though this finding 
is contrary to earlier research (e.g. Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006), there have been studies 
which indicated similar non-significant findings. Sussman and Siegal (2003), for example, did 
not find empirical evidence for the influence of source credibility in the context of the 
adoption of organizational information. Further, Cheung et al. (2008) could not confirm 
empirical evidence for this peripheral cue. However, it has to be mentioned that in most cases 
the construct of source credibility only missed the significance level briefly. Hence, we 
conclude that source credibility may possess a role within the context of eWOM that is rather 
difficult to assess. For instance, Heesacker et al. (1983) argue that source credibility 
constitutes a more intricate factor instead of solely being a peripheral cue. 
The ELM model was further extended by two dimensions of network theory, namely 
tie strength and perceptual affinity. The present study does not support the influence of tie 
strength on information usefulness (H4). This result is surprising as Kaptein et al. (2008) 
argue that friends on a social media platform are people that we like, and hence through the 
principle of liking the effectiveness of influence is increased. Also, this finding is contrary to 
some previous studies that determined tie strength as an influencing factor of WOM (Bansal 
and Voyer 2000; Chu 2011; von Wangenheim and Bayón 2004). Yet, a study by Steffes and 
Burgee (2009) also failed to find empirical evidence for the influence of information from 
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strong ties in an online context. One explanation may be differences in cultural context. The 
study by Steffes and Burgee was conducted in China and our study was conducted in 
Germany; whereas Chu (2011) used students from the U.S. Thus Internet users may inhibit a 
different user behavior leading to different results. Future research should incorporate cross-
country examinations to identify cultural differences. Another reason for the different result in 
our study could also be due to the size and nature of our sample. This will be discussed further 
in the limitations. 
Our findings suggest that homophilic sources referring to likes and dislikes are more 
influential on the perceived usefulness of information than those of individuals that are 
perceived to be different from oneself. This result is in line with earlier research (e.g. 
Prendergast et al. 2010; Steffes and Burgee 2009; von Wangenheim and Bayón 2004). This 
seems reasonable since the Internet allows people with various interests to get together and 
exchange about their favorite subjects without being necessarily connected via a social tie. 
Therefore, the perceived similarity of others is of greater importance to Internet users than the 
existence of social ties. 
Further, the concept of perceptual affinity has been included in the framework for the 
first time and was found to have a strongly significant influence. With respect to the online 
channel, the study emphasized the importance of social networks within social media and 
provided insights concerning products and services that are mostly shared and recommended. 
Finally, the study contributes to Libai et al.’s (2010) call for research on moderating 
effects of context variables. As several hypotheses had to be rejected with regard to the effects 
of CIJM, further research is required in order to clarify the role of this construct more 
precisely. Overall, this research contributes to the growing body of knowledge in the field of 
eWOM and social media and the theoretical model constitutes a basis for future studies. 
 
6.2 Practical implications 
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The findings also have important implications for social media marketers. Social media 
websites provide marketers with an opportunity to engage and interact with consumers 
(Mersey et al. 2010). Since marketers have recognized the significance of the emerging field 
of social media and online recommendations for their companies, they started to put an 
increased effort in the implementation of social media as a promising channel in their 
marketing strategies (Mangold and Faulds 2009). This study provides some important insights 
for marketers who use social media tools to target consumers. While earlier studies rather 
focused on the intentions of individuals to actively spread WOM, it is also of great 
importance for companies to understand the determinants of the actual message that will lead 
to the adoption of the eWOM communication, such as the adoption of positive information 
about a company or their products and services that will subsequently trigger a purchase 
decision. The study shows that marketers have to focus their attention on the right content of 
the message as well as on the most suitable way of distributing the message. Companies 
should develop messages with a high degree of argument quality in order to enhance the 
perceived usefulness and thereby triggering the adoption of the information. 
Besides the content of the message, marketers also have to be thoughtful about the 
choice of the social media platform. In the present study, most respondents were German 
students at the age of 25-34 years old. While the sample is not representative of the German 
Internet population, there is an interesting disparity between social media platforms used by 
respondents. The results display that most recommendations (86 percent) were received on 
social networks such as Facebook compared to forums, blogs or video communities. Thus, in 
order to engage this demographic, Facebook advertising appears to be a good choice since 
recommendations are valued in particular from individuals with a high degree of perceptual 
affinity. 
However, it has to be taken into account that eWOM might not be suitable for all 
companies across all sectors. It can be considered as advantageous when the subject of the 
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message fits the platform and when the topic of the recommendation is rather neutral in 
nature. The study shows that most stated product categories were consumer goods like 
electronics or subjects like traveling and events which can be all considered as being rather 
innocuous. Thus, it seems feasible that eWOM might not be suitable for very sensitive or 
uncomfortable topics that people are not willing to talk about openly. Nevertheless, it has to 
be noticed that this tends to be especially applicable on social networks on which most users 
reveal their real world identity. Therefore, this might not hold true for websites like discussion 
boards on which users are staying anonymous. 
 
7 Limitations and Future Research  
As with any study, this study has a number of limitations that provide directions for future 
research. First and foremost, the size and nature of our sample limit the generalizability of our 
results. 147 responses is a relatively small sample size when discussing factors related to 
online recommendations. Thus, future research should collect a larger sample size that would 
enable a better assessment of the applied research model. Moreover, the distribution of 
respondents is not representative of the distribution of total Internet users. Our sample 
consists mainly of students at the age of 25-34 years old, which is therefore biased. 
Second, data collection through social media has to be evaluated critically. This study 
obtained information through self-reports. There may be a common method bias with regard 
to the measurement of the items (Cheung et al. 2008). Respondents were asked to identify 
whether or not they adopted the information of a past recommendation. They were also asked 
to assess the quality and credibility of the argument. This design may have led to a biased 
recall of events resulting in more logical, tangible attributes of the message being significant. 
For example, the majority (73%) of the respondents have received their last recommendation 
from friends and family. This means that ¾ of all the respondents received WOM from strong 
ties making the determinant ‘Tie Strength’ biased. That is probably also why this determinant 
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was not significant despite its widely recognized influence in WOM. In line with this, 86% of 
the respondents have received a recommendation on Facebook and LinkedIn, meaning that 
the respondents already have a more or less close relationship to the sender.  
With regard to argument quality, we used a measure by Sussmann and Siegal (2003) 
who studied the adoption of administrative advice that was sent via e-mail. However, 
argument quality has been measured by diverse dimensions due to a lack of consistent 
definition (see Li and Zhang 2011) and there are similar constructs used such as information 
quality (Yoon 2008) or argument strength (Cheung et al. 2009). Future research is needed to 
clarify how these constructs are inter-related. In addition, the special role of source credibility 
also requires further examination since empirical findings suggest that this construct might 
constitute a more complex factor than solely being a peripheral cue (Sussmann and Siegal 
2003). Consequently, future research is encouraged to try to overcome these deficiencies in 
order to test the reliability of the results and to further examine the validity of the research 
model. 
With regard to moderating variables, it also seems meaningful to test the model in 
correspondence to other variables, for example, product involvement or knowledge. Further, 
also context-specific variables such as web design and layout may be added in order to obtain 
a holistic but also specialized sight on the field of online recommendations (Cheung et al. 
2008). Finally, a further promising area of research might be the examination of the role of 
the mobile sector, that is, the increased possibility to actively seek online WOM via mobile 
devices directly at the point of sale shortly before making a purchase decision.   
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Figure 1: Research Model and Hypotheses 
 
 
Figure 2: PLS results 
 
 
Note: Dotted lines represent statistically non-significant path 
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Table 1: Key constructs and reference literature 
 
Construct Reference literature Selected? Rationale 
Argument quality Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006); Sussmann and 
Siegal (2003); Cheung, Lee and Rabjohn (2008) 
Yes  
Source credibility Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006); Sussmann and 
Siegal (2003); Cheung, Lee and Rabjohn (2008) 
Yes  
Tie strength De Bruyn and Lilien (2008); Steffes and Burgee 
(2009); Bansal and Voyer (2011); Brown and 
Reingen (1987) 
Yes  
Perceptual affinity De Bruyn and Lilien (2008); von Wangenheim and 
Bayon (2004); Gilly et al. (1998); Pendergast, Yo 
and Yuen (2010) 
Yes  Strong indication of earlier studies which 
 also seem feasible in an online context 
Information usefulness Sussmann and Siegal (2003); Cheung, Lee and 
Rabjohn (2008) 
Yes  
Information adoption Sussmann and Siegal (2003); Cheung, Lee and 
Rabjohn (2008) 
Yes  
CIJM Manning, Bearden and Madden (1995) Yes  
Source expertise De Bruyn and Lilien (2008); von Wangenheim and 
Bayon (2004); Gilly et al. (1998); Pendergast, Yo 
and Yuen (2010) 
Yes Incorporated in the construct of source 
credibility 
Influence on purchase 
decision 
Bansal and Voyer (2011) Yes Incorporated in the construct of information 
adoption 
Demographic similarity De Bruyn and Lilien (2008); Gilly et al. (1998); 
Brown and Reingen (1987) 
No Not relevant since the online environment is 
neglecting geographical borders 
Situational 
characteristics 
Sweeney, Soutar and Mazzarol (2008) No Little theoretical evidence, except for this 
qualitative study. Difficulty of proper empirical 
assessment 
Job relevance and  
user expertise 
Bhattacherjee and Sanford (2006); Sussmann and 
Siegal (2003) 
No Refers to particular organizational and job 
context of the research, therefore not applicable 
Perceived risk Bansal and Voyer (2011); von Wangeheim and 
Bayon (2004) 
No Refers to particular service context of the 
research, therefore not applicable 
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Actively sought WOM Bansal and Voyer (2011); Brown and Reingen 
(1987) 
No eWOM tends to be rather unsolicited. Does not 
fit in this online context 
Receiver expertise Gilly et al. (1998); Bansal and Voyer (2011) No Could not be supported in earlier studies 
Vividness of message 
and delivery 
Gremler (1994); Sweeney, Soutar and Mazzarol 
(2008) 
No Refers to oral messages; not applicable to written 
eWOM 
Source attractiveness 
and likability 
Petty and Cacioppo (1986) No Not applicable in online context since source is 
not necessarily known 
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Table 2: Sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents 
 
Variable Frequency Percentage
Gender   
Male 80 54%
Female 67 46%
Age   
15-24 54 37%
25-34 88 60%
35-44 2 1%
45-54 1 1%
Above 55 0 0%
No response 2 1%
Nationality   
German 128 87%
Chinese 5 3%
Swedish 2 1%
Mexican 2 1%
Indian 2 1%
Austrian 1 1%
Polish 1 1%
Georgian 1 1%
Danish 1 1%
South Korean 1 1%
Swiss 1 1%
No response 2 1%
Education   
High School Diploma 42 29%
Bachelor’s Degree 58 39%
Master’s Degree 46 31%
Doctorate 1 1%
Income   
Under 500€ 21 14%
501€ - 1,000€ 37 25%
1,001€ - 1,500€ 26 18%
1,501€ - 2,000€ 25 17%
2,001€ - 2,500€ 17 12%
2,501€ - 3,000€ 5 3%
Above 3,000€ 8 5%
No response 8 5%
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Table 3: Operationalization of constructs 
 
Construct Items 
Argument quality  
(Bailey and Pearson 1983; 
Sussmann and Siegal 2003) 
The recommendation I received was: 
1. Complete – Incomplete   
2. Consistent – Inconsistent  
3. Accurate – Inaccurate  
Source credibility  
(Wu and Shaffner 1987; 
Cheung et al. 2008; 
Sussmann and Siegal 2003) 
1. How knowledgeable is the person who forwarded you 
the recommendation on the topic of the message? (not 
knowledgeable – knowledgeable)  
2. To what extent is the person who forwarded the 
recommendation an expert on the message topic? (not 
expert – expert) 
3. How reliable is the person who forwarded the 
recommendation on the topic of the message (not 
reliable – reliable)  
4. How trustworthy is the person who forwarded the 
recommendation on the topic of the message? (not 
trustworthy – trustworthy)  
Tie strength 
(Frenzen and Davis 1990;  
De Bruyn and Lilien 2008; 
Wang et al. 2012) 
1. How likely would you be to share personal confidences 
with the person who forwarded you the 
recommendation? (not at all likely – very much likely) 
2. How likely would you be to spend some free time 
socializing with the person who forwarded you the 
recommendation? (not at all likely – very much likely) 
3. How likely would you be to perform a large favor for 
the person who forwarded you the recommendation? 
(not at all likely – very much likely) 
4. In your opinion, how likely would the person who 
forwarded you the recommendation be to perform a 
large favor for you? (not at all likely – very much 
likely) 
5. Please rate the closeness to the person who forwarded 
you the recommendation (not at all close – 
extraordinary close) 
Perceptual affinity 
(Wolfinbarger and Gilly 
1993; Prendergast et al. 
2010) 
1. Considering your outlook on life, how similar are you 
and the person who forwarded you the 
recommendation?  
2. Considering your likes and dislikes, how similar are 
you and the person who forwarded you the 
recommendation? 
3. Considering your values and experiences, how similar 
are you and the person who forwarded you  
the recommendation? 
4. To the best of your knowledge, how similar are the 
tastes in products of the person who forwarded you the 
recommendation compared to yours? 
Information usefulness 
(Cheung et al. 2008; 
The information of this recommendation was:  
1. Valuable – Worthless   
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Sussmann and Siegal 2003) 2. Helpful – Harmful  
3. Informative – Uninformative  
Information adoption 
(Wu and Shaffner 1987; 
Sussmann and Siegal 2003) 
1. How closely did you follow the suggestions of the 
recommendation (e.g. buy the product)? 
2. To what extend did the content of the recommendation 
motivate you to take action? 
3. To what extent do you agree with the action suggested 
in the recommendation? 
Consumer independent 
judgment making 
(Manning et al. 1995) 
1. Prior to purchasing a new brand, I prefer to consult a 
friend who has experience with the new brand. 
2. When it comes to deciding whether to purchase a new 
service, I do not rely on experienced friends or family 
members for advice. 
3. I seldom ask a friend about his/her experiences with a 
new product before I buy the new product. 
4. I decide to buy new products and services without 
relying on the opinions of friends or close 
acquaintances that have already tried them. 
5. When I am interested in purchasing a new product or 
service, I do not rely on my friends or close 
acquaintances that have already used the new 
product/service to give me information as to whether  
I should try it. 
6. I do not rely on experienced friends for information 
about new products prior to making up my mind about 
whether or not to purchase. 
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Table 4: Results of the measurement model assessment 
 
 M SD KS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 CR AVE 
1. AQ 5.60 1.08 .13** (.78)       .87 .69 
2. SC 5.18 1.24 .12** .41** (.78)      .87 .63 
3. TS 4.84 1.72 .12** .30** .33** (.94)     .96 .82 
4. PA 4.81 1.20 .11** .31** .39** .63** (.90)    .93 .78 
5. IU 5.26 1.29 .18** .45** .43** .33** .48** (.89)   .93 .82 
6. CJIM 3.06 1.18 .11** .00 -.20** -.19* -.26** -.26** (.78)  .84 .51 
7. IA 4.56 1.70 .19** .42** .35** .34** .44** .60** -.14 (.81) 1.00 1.00 
Notes: Cronbach’s alphas are shown in parentheses on the correlation matrix diagonal; M = Mean, SD = standard deviation, AVE = average 
variance explained, CR = construct reliability, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
 
 
 
 
